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Abstract 



This paper aims to study how much the ancient Hebrew language in Genesis 1-3 statistically 
concurs with modern Arabic by identifying Hebrew and Arabic cognates (with a limit to 
verbs, nouns and adjectives) within the text. To see how well those common cognates are 
used today, the study will investigate how well they are used in two popular Arabic 
translations, Smith & Van-Dyke and the Book of Life (=4^ 
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1. Introduction 



1 . 1 Preface 

After his former studies in theology, and present studies in Arabic, the author noticed 
similarities between ancient Hebrew and modern day Arabic. A fascination grew regarding 
how much these languages actually concur; especially when it comes to word meaning. Both 
languages are Semitic with a common origin and a similar grammar with a lot of 
corresponding consonant sounds. Most Arabic and Hebrew words can be reduced to a root, 
which consists of three consonants, called radicals. The idea occurred of making a study over 
a section of the Hebrew Bible and to study how much it concurs with modern Arabic. 



1.2 Statement of purpose 

The purpose of the paper is to linguistically compare the similarities between ancient Hebrew 
and modern day Arabic through a case study comparing a portion of the book of Genesis in 
the aforementioned two languages. To limit the study, the first three chapters of the book of 
Genesis have been selected and the aim will be to identify Hebrew words that have Arabic 
cognates (with a limit to verbs, nouns and adjectives) and to study their statistical occurrences 
within the selected text. 

To tie the study to the contemporary use of the words after the corresponding Hebrew 
and Arabic cognates have been identified, the ancient Hebrew text will be compared with two 
commonly used Arabic Bible translations, Smith & Van Dyke (-4Ali) and the Book of Life 
(SluJI to see how frequently the corresponding cognates have been used in the two 
translations and why or why not the corresponding radicals were chosen or rejected. The 
oversight could have been purposefully done to improve readability, or perhaps the cognates 
had developed into different meanings in Hebrew and Arabic, in the case of ^2, ‘meat’ and 
DU), ‘bread’. 
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1.3 Earlier research 



In terms of comparing the three corresponding consonantal roots between ancient Biblical 
Hebrew and Arabic much has already been done. Wilhelm Gesenius, who has been called the 
father of Modern Hebrew Lexicography, published a Hebrew-German dictionary between 
1810-12. 1 He developed his studies that were later translated to English under the name 
Gesenius' Hebrew and Chaldee Lexicon to the Old Testament Scripture. The last edition was 
finished by Roediger and published after Gesenius death in 1858. The Enhanced Brown- 
Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon (BDB) who first appeared in 1906 is based on 
Gesenius’ lexicon and reveals the development of Hebrew lexicographical studies during the 
2 nd half of the 19 th century. 2 The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament 
( HALOT) is the standard lexicon used today. It was first published in German 1953, has seen 
two revisions and appeared in English in 1994. Also worth mentioning is Ernest Klein’s A 
comprehensive etymological dictionary of the Hebrew language in English, which was 
published in 1987. Edward Lepinski’s Semitic languages: outline of a comparative grammar 
is the most modern summary of the development between Semitic comparative linguistics. 

The author has not been able to locate a study which compares how frequently 
Hebrew words correspond to Arabic cognates in a selected portion of the Bible. The writer 
has also not been able to find a study which compares how much the Van Dyke and the Book 
of Life correspond in their selection of common cognates to the ancient Hebrew. 



1.4 Materials and methods 

As a source text, the Lexham Hebrew -English interlinear Bible will be used. This Bible is 
based on the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, which is the standard scholarly critical text on 
the composition of the Old Testament Hebrew. The Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia is 
primarily based on the Codex Leningraclensis, which is the oldest manuscript of the complete 



'Gesenius, Lexicon, iii. 

2 Brown, Driver & Briggs, Lexicon, V. 
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Hebrew Bible and is dated to the beginning of the 1 1 th Century. 3 The Codex Lenin gradensis is 
part of the Masoretic text family which was standardized by the Masoretes. Just like the 
Quran, the early Hebrew text of the Old Testament was not vocalized in its manuscripts. The 
vocalization of the Hebrew text was done in post-talmudic times by Masoret scribes who 
invented signs that document the traditional readings of the text. 4 The Hebrew text will be 
compared to two commonly used Arabic Bible translations; the Van Dyke translation, 
originally published in 1865 (for the research an electronic edition will be used in the Bible 
software e-Sword), and the Book of Life, which appeared in 1988. The reason for choosing 
those translations is that they have been commonly used in the churches that the author has 
visited in the Middle East and North Africa, and it has been debated there regarding which 
one of them is the best translation, so it is in the writer’s interest to compare the two. 

As tools for determining the connection between cognates, A Dictionary of Modern 
Written Arabic by Hans Wehr, and Edward William Lane’s An Arabic-English lexicon will be 
used together with Brown-Driver-Briggs, Gesenius and The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of 
the Old Testament. The analysis will systematically be done in Microsoft Excel according to 
the table below. First, the Arabic verses will be written out, and under them the Hebrew text, 
which will be followed by the lexical values of the Hebrew text (lemma). Each Hebrew 
lexical value will be analyzed to see if there is an Arabic correspondence. This will be done 
by first looking up the lemma in the Hebrew dictionaries to see if a correspondence is listed, 
which will later be compared with Wehr s dictionary and Lane’s lexicon. If a correspondence 
is not listed in the Hebrew dictionary, the Hebrew radicals will be compared with the 
corresponding Arabic roots in Lane’s lexicon and Wehr s dictionary. When a correspondent 
radical is found it will be listed under its Arabic equivalent and then the Van Dyke and the 
Book of Life translations will be compared to see if the corresponding Arabic word is used in 
them. The analysis will be presented in the appendix according to the table below. The 
appendix will also present a count on how many cognates (of verbs, nouns and adjectives) are 
used in a verse as well as how many of those are identical, have some level of 
correspondence, or have loaned words. A count of word frequency which occurs in the Van 
Dyke and the Book of Life translations will also be presented. This will be done so that the 
study can statistically verify how frequent the Hebrew and Arabic corresponds in the selected 
portion. 

3 Geisler & Nix, Introduction, 359. 

4 Lipinski, Languages, 58. 
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The discoveries from the analysis will be presented in five different groupings; identical 
correspondence , some level of correspondence, potential or debated correspondence, loan 
words and non-correspondence . The author will seek to find how many words actually match 
up in Genesis 1-3. A link will be sought between the corresponding cognates as for example if 
they are common words or more advanced words. Perhaps other patterns or links exist 
between the cognates. Another interesting question to look into is why the Bible translators 
chose not to use certain corresponding cognates. 

The paper will be written without transliteration, because Arabic and Hebrew 
consonants sometimes are pronounced differently, which will obscure the connections 
between the radicals. Hebrew and Arabic words that correspond also often have different 
vowels which will also make the connection less clear if transliterated. A transliteration will 
also make the document overly lengthy according to the table below. 



Genesis 1:1 




Van Dyke 


ClsIjUaLill Ail! JjLk c-Aill ^3 


Book of Life 


:psn 


nsi ; 


crawn 


ns 


mps 


sna 


mWsp 


Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia 


ps • n 


ms • i 


craw ■ n 


ms 


mrWs 


SIC 


mwsn • n 


Heb. Lexical Value 










iiil 






Arabic equivalent 










iiil 






VD equivalent 










iiil 






BL equivalent 



Genesis 1:2 


4_^,j ^ J^)J 4-^.j A j \\ -nj Clulilj 


VD 


jJil '^-3 A-aIIo]! c, 4_uj^jolq dijlil 

* . ' > 
‘-“jaw 


BL 


coI-IaII 




ciipi 




ipm 


men 


inn 


nmn 


psm 


BHS 


mnn 


ID • by 


HP • i 


inn • i 


inn 


mn 


ps • n • i 


Heb. LV 


P 3 


Ua 








lSjA 


o^’J 


Arabic equivalent 














<>jvi 


VD equivalent 














<» 


BL equivalent 






:cran 


'ft-by 


nsora 


mps 


nip 


BHS 






era • n 


ID • by 


qm 


ern^s 


mn • i 


Heb. LV 






SL 


Ua 




ft! 


cjj 


Arabic equivalent 






oIIaII 






iiii 


% % 

CJJ 


VD equivalent 






oIIaII 






M 


CJJ 


BL equivalent 
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Genesis 1:3 


. jjj (jlSa « j_jj (j%> J iJj 


VD 


^ 


BL 






nitc’n’i 


nis 




□vfrs 


nasr 


BHS 






ns • rrn • i 


ns 


rrn 


□n'rs 


nas • i 


Heb. LV 






. i* -J 

<-Sj* *jy 






ft! 


>' 


Arabic equivalent 






* ' ’■ 


*jy 




M 




VD equivalent 






* ' '• 


* - '. 




iiil 




BL equivalent 


*potential or debated cognates 



1.5 Synopsis of the consonantal system 



The following chart is a synopsis of the consonantal system between Proto Semitic, Hebrew 
and Arabic following Lipinski. 5 



Proto - 
Semitic 


Hebrew 

transliterated 


Hebrew 


Arabic 

transliterated 


Arabic 


? 


? 


s 


? 


1 


6 


6 


y 


6 


t 


b 


b 


3 


b 


L_J 


cl 


d 


n 


cl 


J 


d 


z 


T 


d 


j 


8 


g 


: 


g 


e 


g 


g> 


V 


g 


i 


h 


h 


n 


h 


a 


h 


h 


n 


h 


c 


h 


h>h 


n 


h 


c 


k 


k 


3 


k 


<4 


l 


l 


>7 


l 


J 


m 


m 


a 


m 


f 


n 


n 




n 


u 


P 


P 


D 


f 


i_a 


q 


q 


P 


q 


J 


r 


r 


n 


r 


J 


s 


s 


D 


s 




s 


s 


y 


s 


o=> 


s 


s 




s 





5 Lipinski, Languages, 150. 
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s 


s 




d 




s 


s 


V? 


s 




t 


t 


n 


t 


Cli 


t 


t 


a 


t 


A 


t 


s 


vi 


t 


2ii 


t 


s 


y 


z 


Ji 


w 


w 




w 


j 


y 


y 




y 




z 


z 


T 


z 


J 



2. Result 

2.1 Hebrew and Arabic correspondence in Genesis chapter 1-3 

In the result, the author has found a total amount of 179 cognates including verbs, nouns and 
adjectives of the Hebrew text of chapter 1-3. Among those cognates, a few are listed more 
than one time if they have more than one meaning For example rf?y which is probably the 
same root for both the word ‘to rise’ and ‘leaf’ and therefore exists in both identical 
correspondence and potential or debated correspondence. Those 179 cognates occur 830 
times in the Hebrew text. In the result, the Hebrew and Arabic equivalents are listed and then 
if the Arabic equivalent is used in the Van Dyke or the Book of Life translations, one of those 
occurrences is listed. Proper names have been left out, except in the case of EPrf?8 and DTK 
which can be used both as proper names and nouns. 

Of the 179 cognates, as many as 72 roots (40.2%) are identical and occur 443 times out 
of the total 830 (53.4%) of cognates of verbs, nouns and adjectives of the Hebrew text of 
Genesis 1-3. In the category, some level of correspondence, 34 roots (19.0%) occur. Here, 
cognates are presented which clearly are linked to each other, but do not have the same 
meaning, as in the example of las (>*') which means, ‘to say’ in Hebrew and, ‘to command’ 
in Arabic. In the most controversial category, “ Potential or debated correspondence, ” 33 
roots (18.4%) are listed. In this group, cognates have been selected which are either listed in 
Brown-Driver-Briggs, Gesenius and/or the Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old 
Testament as potential cognates, or if this author has made the judgment that there might be a 
potential correspondence when the Hebrew root was compared with its Arabic 
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correspondence in Wehr’s dictionary and Lane’s lexicon. It could be debated whether some of 
those cognates should be placed in the last category, non-correspondence, which consists of 
35 roots (19.6%). Out of the 72 identical roots, Van Dyke uses 55 (76.4%) and the Book of 
Life 50 (69.4%) of them. When it comes to the some level of correspondence group Van Dyke 
uses one root and the Book of Life two. 



2.1.1 Identical correspondence 



Identical correspondence 


Book of Life equivalent 


Van Dyck equivalent 


Arabic equivalent roots 


Hebrew lexical form 


Jli 


aUl 




3S 






A 


mx 




CjUV 


AjI 


ms 


.1^1 j 






ins 


jsbu 


jsbU 


L# 


nbas 


ill! 


M 


<11 


n’nbs 




Al\ 




as 


<iji 


<ijl 


J-ijl 


ns 








ps 






dtii 


na>s 






<*« 


nann 






tlH 


P 






yA 


nn 






u 


sm 




AAA 


<il ,jj 


713 


A_ik 


Aik 


24=" 


p 








pai 


iIiaSJI 


iIiaSJI 




anT 


\ 


i jSi 


jSi 


ant 






tJj 


nr 


Ulala 


tjja.ll 


U. 


san 


Alk]l 




yr“- 


’n 




1 k 




’tPan 






l n 


am 


A^jUll 


A-uiilkll 




nub 1 


aJu 


ai J 




r 






<*-« 


DV 








■7b’ 






r* 


a 1 








■jp 



10 











Dili 








JS 


Pi 






\ A ^ i i\ 


L>^ 


W±> 




bd 


id 


JJ 










■1c. J 


Tyia 








^la-a 


1 D» 




oIIaII 


oI_la]I 


oLa 


n’D 




s'p i! 


y;iU 


bu 


nPd 








fJ 5 


□ipD 




.ill jAj 


!. >:• 

t. i yAl 


dj^-a 


nn 




j5 


i« 0 -, 




im 




52 


^2 


^2 


nD3 




1 t iiQ ^ 


Lo^j 


U^j 


IPS3 




4 1 ,] 1 


AJuolj 


^joU 


hdud 


u 




Lafdtl 


L«C 


r» 








^ic. 


(rise) nby 








>=■ 


1D37 




X I^r. 






□S37 




4 Van. 


4 V<an 


(. ^ar. 


spy 


ui 


ildd 


(j 2 ljji 




□157 




1. 1 x^iC- 


\. \ x^C- 


^ UxlC. 


Dipy 








jja 


■ns 




■ ar U>i 


LS^j' 


LS^"J 


ms 


<C.bl 2 al 

- - ? 


4 ci. *>l i.^' 


£liJa 


ypy 




ddi 


J>. - 

4^jd3 




iPip 




ls'j 


cs'j 


<-?b 


n*a 








cv'j 


IPN1 




»j|jl! 


Uj 




mm 






CJJ 


CJJ 


mi 








C_J Jj 


DIP 




oLLji 




^Jjjj 


mniP 








t jSjj 


pip 




LMll 


1213 


dJj 


’tP’PiP 




LaLol 


L^Ajoi! 


r - 


DIP 


Cji; 


l^rUill 




Iauj 


D’DIP 




£-Axji 


Lx_AaxJ 




mip 




Jjilj 


JjIxu 


(j-^ 


H3IP 






up 




’3IP 


c 


s £uHk 


csfd 


L5^ 


npiP 


<1> 


kj^Luill 


LxjjdLljJ 




’IPIP 




(jjjll 


U£ 




;mn 










npiiPn 








2.1.2 Some level of correspondence 



Some level of correspondence 


Book of Life equivalent 


Van Dyck equivalent 


Arabic equivalent root 


Hebrew lexical value 






jJ 


nax 






s-L 


xn 








^73 








(1133) $3 






^ i*i' s 


7in3 






(J j-^) 


*7171 








man 






liljJ 


rn 






L Sj* 


mn 








l^n 








min 








nan 








3nn 






tijj 


pm 








IZ/33 






L 


ni3 






H 


□n 1 ? 








np 1 ? 






ijiu 


ViPa 






C u 


(m) mi 






lP 


im 






JUC. 


n3i; 






s_S JC. 


pii; 






(jU) CSJC 


mi; 








3T17 








3m; 






Ua 


(ID) ms 








npo 








□7p 






(JjS) Jii 


^P 








xnp 






l>4j 


minxn 






Wj 


n37 








□inn 



34 roots (19.0%) 
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2.1.3 Potential or debated correspondence 



Potential or debated correspondence 


Book of Life equivalent 


Van Dyck equivalent 


Arabic equivalent root 


Hebrew lexical value 






(jUI) i 


7N 








nantt 


* " ’■ 


* " ’■ 


jy 


nx 
















inn 






J* 1 


npn 








iPm 






jbjJ 


rnn 








Ntzft 








nitT 








vv 








nr 








n^n 






blV 


nnt^a 








"713 














L IQ* 1 ! 


nnpi 






i \ U n 


==o 








□*7117 






jit 


1TV 








(leaf) 






(jtaC. 


r» 






l ijJat/i l 


=13237 






fJ 6 


mni; 






JjJaS 


PP 








mn 








in 








rpn 














JS-S 


*73^ 






(f*^) 


(crip ,mto) nr 






^Aj-U 


nntP 






<_Sj' 


mxn 




33 roots (18.4%) 
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2.1.4 Loan words 



Loan words 


Book of Life equivalent 


Van Dyck equivalent 


Arabic equivalent root 


Hebrew lexical value 








3113 








mns 














L " \ U u 


n3iP 








pin 




5 roots (2.8%) 



2.1.5 Non-correspondent Hebrew cognate 




PN 

n3’s 

IIS 

■jm 

mt 

pn 

-pn 

SIT 

st 

an 1 ? 

S2J3 



mp» 

5di 

SW1 

"UD 

nira 

□S7D 

no 

X32£ 
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mu 

mp 

rip 
nm 
tmn 
mto 
n5ti> 
(hp) 
ntf 
(nP) ntf 
inn 
non 

mnn 

35 roots (19.6) 



2.2 Proportional use of corresponding cognates in the Arabic translations 

In the translation work between Hebrew and Arabic, the translators have had to battle how 
faithfully they would like to preserve the source text versus readability. Preservation versus 
readability has affected the amount of common cognates which have been used. Even if a 
corresponding root occurs in both languages, it might normally be used in Arabic in another 
context or rarely used so that another synonym is preferable. The analysis plainly reveals that 
both the Van Dyke and the Book of Life at times choose to use the corresponding roots while 
at other time choose to use synonyms. An example of this is QV (f’fi) which sometimes is used 
in the Arabic translations but often is replaced with Out of the 443 occurrences of the 72 
identical roots, Van Dyke uses them 335 times (75.6%) and the Book of Life 277 times 
(62.5%). 
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3. Discussion 



3.1 Hebrew and Arabic correspondence in Genesis chapter 1-3 
3.1.1 Identical correspondence 

It’s astonishing how similar biblical Hebrew and modem Arabic are. Even if there is a time 
span of around 3000 years, it is fascinating how much both languages concur in their 
grammar and the meaning of compatible cognates. Just by learning the Hebrew alphabet and 
how it corresponds to the Arabic, a modern day Arabic reader would immediately know the 
meaning of 72 (40.2%) out of the total amount of 179 cognates of verbs, nouns and adjectives 
of the Hebrew text of Genesis 1-3. Therefore he would know 443 (53.4%) out of the 830 total 
occurrences of all the verbs, nouns and adjectives in the Hebrew text. Add to this if he would 
leam the Hebrew meaning of the 34 roots (19.0%) with some level of correspondence that 
have a related meaning in Arabic, but not exact concurrence, and he would know 59.2% of the 
cognates in Genesis 1-3 and 606 (73.0%) of the 830 total occurrences. 

It’s hard to determine if there’s an obvious link between the identical radicals. In order 
to determine whether certain types of words were more represented in the identical cognates 
this author tried to group similar words into different categories and compare the number of 
words within each category with the rest of the 179 cognates of Genesis 1-3. For example, 
categories such as creatures, body parts, nature related words, numbers, and many other 
groupings were used. The only clear link was seen between numbers, which concur very well. 
The words were also compared based on how simple they are. Based on this it seems like 
many of the words that correspond are relatively simple or commonly used words. Because 
the passage is relatively short with only 179 cognates it’s hard to statistically verify the 
reliability of this statement or whether it is too subjective. In order to have something greater 
to compare with, the author read through George M. Landes’ Building Your Biblical Hebrew 
Vocabulary: Learning Words by Frequency and Cognate. Based on this reading it seems that 
words which are used more frequently in the Bible are more likely to concur then those of less 
frequency, but more studies would be needed here (which goes outside of the boundaries of 
this study) to statistically verify the truth of this impression. 

Most of the discussion regarding the identical correspondence will be discussed below 
under Level of correspondence in the Van Dyke and Book of Life translations, but a few 
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